On the Conceptual Information of Yet by 太田 裕子 & Yuko OTA
On the Conceptual Information of Yet
journal or
publication title










The purpose is to make an alternative proposal after reviewing 
previous studies. The questions are what the conceptual meaning of the 
adversative yet is, and whether it is different from the conceptual meaning of 
the temporal use. One claims that the adverbial yet has the same meaning as 
the conjunctive yet. The main problem with it is that inappropriate 
counterparts cannot be excluded. The other argues that the central concept 
of yet is the notion of discontinuity. It looks successful, but it does not 
mention that yet is associated with Negative Polarity Items in the temporal 
use. My alternative proposal is that the basic concept of yet is the contrast 
between a possible world and a real world. 
 




This paper is intended to develop my own research in Ota (2007a, 2007b). The 
brief summary is as follows: Higashimori (1992) tries to capture the function of 
adversative yet based on the relevance theory. In the relevance theory, yet is considered to 
have procedural information. However, I suggested that yet has conceptual information 
not procedural information. The research failed to suggest an alternative definition for the 
conceptual meaning of yet, just arguing that yet has a conceptual meaning, not a 
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procedural meaning. Therefore, I will try to clarify what conceptual information of yet 
there is in this paper. There is another question that I’ll pursue: If you look up the word 
yet in a dictionary, you will find that yet has temporal use and adversative use. I would 
like to raise a question of whether they have no connection to each other.  
The purpose of this paper is to review some previous studies and propose an 
alternative unified explanation of yet. Crupi (2004) and Ranger (2007) are the latest as far 
as I know and I believe that they are noteworthy. Hence, we will see Crupi’s analyses in 
section 2 and Ranger in section 3. In section 4, an alternative proposal will be offered. 
Section 5 is the summary of the paper. 
 
2. A Research from the Perspective of “Communicative Purpose” 
The directionality of Crupi’s research is from pragmatics to semantics and her key 
notion is “communicative purpose,” which is closely tied to Blakemore’s. Like 
Blakemore, she thinks that writers and speakers provide information for the purpose of 
producing some effect on their audience’s existing assumptions. Crupi agrees with 
Blakemore’s suggestion that newly presented information produces one of three possible 
contextual effects (1) (p.82). A difference between them is that Crupi supposes it is because 
they have a specific communicative goal in mind. Another difference is that she extends 
Blakemore’s notion of relevance to include the whole text (pp.82-83). It means that she 
pays attention to the relationship of subsequent information to overall themes in the 
progression of a text. 
Crupi proposes to integrate both adverbial and conjunctive meanings of yet into the 
only one meaning of SIGNIFICANT CONTRAST. By the way, there seems to be no 
unanimous agreement on whether the adversative yet is an adverb or a conjunction. For 
example, Huddleston and Pullum (2002) discuss whether the adversative yet is an adverb 
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or a conjunction, but they do not come to a clear conclusion (pp.1319-1321). Thus, Crupi 
defines those two kinds of yet from her own point of view as follows: 
 
 1. Both segments of the contrast must be explicitly present in a text containing yet 
in order for that context to be characterized as conjunctive.  
2. Where only one component of an implied contrast is present in the text, yet is 
ranked as an adverb.            (Crupi, 2004, p.163) 
 
Crupi argues that yet highlights a contrast that is significant to a writer’s 
communicative purpose (p.138). Her hypothesis is as below: 
 
 3. Yet, SIGNIFICANT CONTRAST between information A and information B.  
        (Crupi, 2004, p.138) 
 4. Yet will occur more frequently than but or still in contexts where both information  
A and information B receive additional elaboration in the subsequent text. 
                (Crupi, 2004, p.140) 
 
Now, we will examine Crupi’s hypothesis. I will briefly summarize Crupi’s idea. 
Firstly, concerning yet as a conjunction, Crupi advocates that yet highlights the contrast or 
distinction between the particular entity and activity immediately mentioned as its former 
instances. The overall message effect is one of surprise or frustration according as the 
larger context. To put it another way, “the basic meaning, SIGNIFICANT CONTRAST, 
can contribute to a variety of messages (anticipation, surprise, disappointment, etc.) 
depending on the nature of the contrast which yet invests with significance (Crupi, 2004, 
p.127).” 
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Secondly, regarding yet as an adverb, Crupi makes an assertion as follows: 
 
The meaning SIGNIFICANT CONTRAST also explains the conflicting time 
senses often associated with yet. One of the most obvious and natural frameworks 
for structuring contrast is time; however the proposed meaning actually makes no 
specific reference to time at all. Therefore, any temporal aspect associated with the 
highlighted contrast signaled by yet must be drawn from the temporal framework of 
the host verb.                             (Crupi, 2004, pp.127-128) 
 
Crupi’s hypothesis will be examined in detail in the following subsections. We will 
first review her analysis on conjunctive yet before discussing adverbial yet for the sake of 
convenience.  
 
2.1. The Conjunctive Yet 
In this section, I will summarize Crupi’s analysis on conjunctive yet. First of all, I 
would like to pick up the simple examples given by Crupi. (Emphases added. In the rest 
of the paper, emphases and italics are the author’s.) 
(1) a. Jack isn’t here, yet he will be [sometime in the future] 
 b. Jack isn’t here, yet he is here [in the sense he’s here in body not in mind]. 
  c. Jack isn’t here, yet he must have been here earlier [sometime in the past] since the 
coffee is still warm. 
 d. Jack isn’t here, yet he should be! [Hypothetical]    (Crupi, 2004, p.129) 
Crupi says that “all of the above examples contain both components of the significant 
contrast and in each case the temporal framework of the contrast is explicitly provided by 
the verb tenses within the conjuncts themselves (p.129).” According to her observation 
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(pp.129-130), it is will that gives the future tense of the contrast in (1a). In example (1b), 
the contrast between the negative and positive situations is within the same temporal 
framework of is. In example (1c), we can see the contrast between the present and the 
past. In example (1d), “what is” is contrasted with “what should be.” This is her analysis 
on the example (1). 
If those are instances of contrast, why is it impossible to replace yet with in contrast 
or on the other hand in (1)? I must say that SIGNIFICANT CONTRAST seems to be too 
simple. 
Those examples are just short sentences, but Crupi does research on the follow of 
information in a passage. That is the uniqueness of Crupi’s approach. Now, we will see 
another example. Crupi quotes the following passage from a book written by Winchester 
(1998) to demonstrate the case of conjunctive yet, where you can see both counterparts of 
the contrast before and after yet in a text. 
(2) There the full horror of this cruel and fearsomely bloody struggle came home to him, 
suddenly without warning. Here was an inescapable irony of the Civil War, not known 
in any conflict between men before or since: the fact that this was a war fought with 
new and highly effective weapons, machines for the mowing down of men—and yet 
at a time when an era of poor and primitive medicine was just coming to an end. It 
was fought with the mortar and the musket and the minie ball, but not yet quite with 
anesthesia or with sulfonamides and penicillin. The common soldier was thus in a 
poorer position than at any time before: He could be monstrously ill treated by all the 
new weaponry, and yet only moderately well treated with all the old medicine 
(Winchester, 1998, p.52).                          (cf. Crupi, 2004, p.106) 
According to Crupi (p.106), the topic of the passage in (2) is an “inescapable irony” of the 
Civil War, namely, the life-threatening combination of modern weaponry and primitive 
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medicine that led to massive casualties. It seems that the information preceding the 
conjunction contributes in the same way to each of these dilemmas as does the 
information following it. The first example of yet compares information A, the dawn of 
the modern age of armament with information B the final stage of primitive medical 
treatment. Both information A and B contribute significantly to the “full horror” that 
ultimately causes the aberration of Winchester’s other key figure, the madman, Dr. 
William Minor. The contrast in the second conjunctive use of yet is also formed between 
new weaponry and old medicine by describing the circumstances surrounding the victim. 
In that passage, both information A and information B receive additional 
elaboration in the subsequent text. After all, she concludes that it is the pattern of flow of 
information before and after yet. It is illustrated in Figure 1. 
 
Information A yet Information B… A … B 
Figure 1 
 
Her observation tells us that yet puts a special emphasis on neither information A 
nor information B. Crupi seems to argue that yet just emphasizes the contrast between the 
segment before yet and the segment following it. I think that her research on the follow of 
information captures only one aspect of yet. Why the contrast is significant should be 
explained. Moreover, I suppose it is not just information A and information B that is 
compared. I would like to claim that assumptions must be involved with interpretation of 
yet. We will see my alternative proposal in section 4. In the next subsection, we will go on 
to the next subject about adverbial yet. 
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2.2. The Adverbial Yet 
Crupi argues that the adverbial yet also has the core meaning SIGNIFICANT 
CONTRAST (pp.121-135). As a useful starting point, we will see the following 
conjunctive use of yet again here.  
(3) Jack isn’t here, yet he will be here eventually.    (Crupi, 2004, p.126) 
Crupi states that yet in (3) highlights the contrast between Jack’s current absence and his 
eventual presence (p.126). She shows us the following example where the clause after yet 
is omitted.  
(4) Jack isn’t here yet.                  (Crupi, 2004, p.126) 
Crupi uses the word ‘eliminated,’ but she appears to mean that Jack isn’t here yet can be 
paraphrased with Jack isn’t here, yet he will be here eventually. As a counterpart of the 
implied contrast is present in the text, yet is ranked as an adverb. All in all, Crupi’s 
observation is that, in (4), the same contrast to Jack’s arrival is implied even when the 
second conjunct is not present, although yet in this case classifies as an adverb. Crupi 
mentions that the utterance Jack isn’t here reflects that the speaker understands the 
situation of Jack’s absence right up to speech time (p.132). She continues, “what the basic 
meaning proposed for yet adds to this context is that Jack’s absence significantly contrasts 
with his desired or expected presence at the moment of speaking (Crupi, 2004, p.126).” 
Crupi gives a more complete explanation that another factor as well as a relevant contrast 
might give rise to the future implication (Crupi, 2004, p.126). Crupi makes an assertion 
that the factor is the general communicative principals (pp.132-133). Based on them, the 
context that the statement Jack isn’t here yet occurs should be one where Jack’s presence 
is connected to what is going on at the moment of utterance. Therefore, while the intrinsic 
contrast in the negation is positively between “Jack is here” and “Jack is not here,” the 
sole possibility that is related to Jack’s presence at the moment of utterance is Jack’s 
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future arrival “he will be here.” Crupi paraphrases that as follows: “the negated present 
possibility makes his future presence the most natural interpretive path for the meaning 
SIGNIFICANT CONTRAST to suggest, given the communicative context (p.133).” 
It seems absolutely right that the context at the moment of speaking influences the 
interpretation of the statement Jack isn’t here yet. However, remember that there are 
several possible contexts. We have seen some examples where several counterparts follow 
it. See (1). How could people know those contexts should be excluded?  
   We will move on to the next example. Crupi says that the explanation above can be 
applied to yet in interrogative sentences (p.133). 
(5) Is Jack here yet?                                       (Crupi, 2004, p.133) 
Crupi argues that the question will be asked only in a context where the speaker, right up 
to the moment of asking, either has no information about Jack’s whereabouts or assumes 
that Jack is absent (p.133). Crupi’s explanation based on her suggestion is that yet 
indicates that the contrasting statement “Jack is here” is significant in a way to the scene 
of the conversation when the speaker assumes that the statement “Jack is here” is not the 
case (Crupi, 2004, p.133). As in the case of negated sentences, the temporal framework 
that suits an inferred significant contrast is the future in the context of the temporal point 
of asking (Crupi, 2004, p.134). 
Although it is very common that negation is associated with adverbial yet, yet is 
sometimes used in positive environments, too. Crupi takes examples such as yet again 
and yet another. Crupi mentions that again and another connote the reduplication of some 
type of event or entity (p.127). According to Crupi, yet has highlighted effect in positive 
sentences and yet accentuates the contrast or distinction between the specific entity or 
activity most recently mentioned and its former instances, and that the meaning 
SIGNIFICANT CONTRAST explains the wide range of temporal interpretations 
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commonly relevant to yet (pp.131-132).  
She observes that the proposed meaning actually has no specific information that is 
linked to time at all, and that any temporal aspect involved with the emphatic contrast 
denoted by yet must come from the temporal framework of the verb which yet qualifies 
(pp.127-128). We will see some examples. The first one is a case where yet occurs with 
the past perfect tense. The temporal reference is prior to a point of time in the past. 
(6) Paris was the most beautiful city Elaine had seen yet.   (Crupi, 2004, p.128) 
The second one is a case where the host clause is the present perfect form where an ‘up to 
the minute’ contrast is brought about. 
(7) This is the best tiramisu I have eaten yet.      (Crupi, 2004, p.128) 
The third one is a case where yet accompanies the to-verb construct. A futuristic sense is 
generated. 
(8) Elaine has yet to see Rome.               (Crupi, 2004, p.128) 
In examples (6) to (8), yet indicates the presence of a significant contrast within a variety 
of temporal frameworks. Crupi concludes that adverbial yet does not always contain the 
information related to the tense, or the specific time, although there appear to be many 
kinds of contrasts (SIGNIFICANT CO-OCCURRING, CONTRAST, SIGNIFICANT 
FUTURE CONTRAST, SIGNIFICANT PAST CONTRAST) (p.130).  
Then, we will see how Crupi explains the following example. 
(9) Affinity’s IRA’s [sic]--yet another benefit!        (Crupi, 2004, p.124) 
Crupi says, “another indicates that the advertised IRS’s [sic] are not the only benefit this 
credit union offers. Yet differentiates this particular benefit from others that credit union 
members are already (or should be) aware of (pp.123-124).”  
   I have no objection to her argument that yet does not have information related to the 
temporal interpretations. As I have already pointed out, however, there is a problem with 
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Crupi. If the example (4) John isn’t here yet results from the omission of the second 
clause of the example (3) Jack isn’t here, yet he will be here eventually, it could be 
contrasted with John should be here now as well as Mary is here, John was here, John is 
in hospital or whatever. There is no way to exclude such inappropriate counterparts. In 
addition to that, it seems that, in Crupi’s hypothesis, conjunctive yet has nothing to do 
with any assumptions while adverbial yet needs them. I believe that both cases need 
assumptions. 
 
3. A Study Based on Theory of Enunciative Operations 
Crupi does not offer a full explanation of yet. On the other hand, it seems to me that 
Ranger (2007) almost gets to the point. In this section, we will take a look at Ranger’s 
consideration. In discussion of yet and still, figures called “aspectuo-models [sic]” are 
presented. According to Ranger, there is a notional domain which is potentially organized 
into four areas. This is shown diagrammatically as below. See Figure 2. 
 
Interior             Boundary         Exterior 
            ○×  
Centre          
Figure 2 (Ranger, 2007, p.179) 
Crupi’s explanation on Figure 2 is as below: 
 
An Interior, corresponding to notions of typicality, an Exterior, corresponding to an 
operation of differentiation relative to the Interior, a Centre engaging typicality as 
well as the high degree, and a Boundary area, compatible with both the Interior and 
the Exterior.                                  (Crupi, 2004, p.179) 
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Besides that, Ranger assumes that “it is useful to construct a fifth, off-line position, 
situated on a different plane from the notional domain, from which both the Interior and 
Exterior positions are accessible (ibid.).” Ranger calls the off-line position IE. This model 
may be represented using a branching path as shown in Figure 3: 
 
I                        E 
 
IE          
Figure 3           (Ranger, 2007, p.179) 
 
Like Crupi, Ranger also tries to integrate the definitions of yet into one within the 
framework of the theory of enunciative operations. His analyses could reinforce Crupi’s. 
Ranger’s hypothesis on yet is as below: 
 
 Yet makes an operation whereby a speaker constructs an offline position IE in 
opposition with a pre-constructed Exterior position E.  (Ranger, 2007, p.180) 
 
Ranger uses the terms constructions and preconstruction. Ranger mentions that “we can 
say that a representation which a speaker constructs is one which is presented as new, 
whereas a representation which a speaker pre-constructs is one which is presented as 
existing prior to utterance (p.180).” Then, we will see an example of temporal yet.  
(10) I haven’t eaten yet.             (Ranger, 2007, p.181) 
Ranger represents “the process eat as a bounded interval on the class of instants, ordered 
from left to right conventionally to represent the passage of time (p.181).” Ranger’s 
consideration is as follows (pp.181-182): The interval is considered as the Interior of a 
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composite notional domain. The Exterior fits into the area following on from the Interior 
and is determined by the fact that it is not the Interior. Note that “the position to the left of 
the Interior, or before eat, is very different from the Exterior area on the right (p.181).” 
Before an event happens, we have no way of knowing whether or not it will take place. 
After an event has occurred, the situation is consequently determined in respect of its 
existence. Hence, the area to the right of eat falls into the Exterior E, while the area to the 
left actually falls under the offline position IE. When the statement I haven’t eaten yet is 
uttered, “a subject constructs a position to the left of eat, in IE, relative to a preconstructed 
position to the right of eat, in E (ibid.).” The event eat, which is indicated by an interval 
with boundary, plays a role as threshold building up a discontinuity between two 
complementary areas. See Figure 4. 
 
IE               Interior Exterior 
Eat     not/no longer eat 
t × × 
construction                         preconstruction 
Figure 4   (Ranger, 2007, p.182) 
 
This is Ranger’s analysis. In this way, Ranger stresses that yet enables the 
construction of a discontinuity between representations. In other words, the central 
concept of yet is the notion of discontinuity. 
Furthermore, Ranger postulates the hypothesis that yet displays affinity for 
discontinuous series also explains yet in focal uses. 
(11) a. I signed for yet another year’s work, Social Psychology. 
b. I signed for yet more work, Social Psychology. 
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c. Yet again, however, England’s spinners looked far less dangerous in such 
conditions.             (Ranger, 2007, pp.185-186) 
The use of yet in (11a, b) allows a discontinuous area to open, which is a new threshold, 
represented by another year’s work or more work (Ranger, 2007, p.185). Similarly, the 
marker again in (11c) implies a discrete occurrence of an already determined notion and 
the use of yet is required due to this discontinuity (Ranger, 2007, p.186). See Figure 5. 
 
     another year’s work 
t ×       //////////////// × 
construction preconstruction 
Figure 5     (Ranger, 2007, p.185) 
 
The third use of yet Ranger investigates is adversative use. In Ranger’s theory, it 
is assumed that, “in concessive constructions, two notional domains, associated with the 
propositions p and q, are typically constructed as incompatible (p.187).” Ranger 
postulates that “a concessive utterance (and) yet p constructs an off-line position 
potentially compatible with p or q, in opposition with a pre-constructed position q 
(Ranger, 2007, p.187).” This helps either to suggest the paradoxical coexistence of 
conflicting values or the refutation of a value located relative to a co-speaker (Ranger, 
2007, p.187).  
Here is an example Ranger gives.  
(12) The origins of this lay in a religion of local cults which later developed links with 
each other. To the ancient Egyptian this diversity was easily acceptable, being 
inherent to divine powers who were approached through a variety of images related 
to nature and animal and human life. Therefore in those terms gods were born, lived 
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and died and yet paradoxically were immortal.  (Ranger, 2007, p.190) 
As Ranger points out, the opposition is between being, living and dying and being 
immortal (p.190). Ranger’s consideration is that “the text pre-constructs a position on the 
Exterior, corresponding to mortality, but then passes through IE to allow the validation of 
apposition on the Interior with and yet paradoxically were immortal. (Ranger, 2007, 
p.190)” See Figure 6. 
 
Immortality        BOUNDARY         Mortality 
The gods were immortal                      the gods were born, lived and died 
 Figure 6       (Ranger, 2007, p.191) 
 
The example below is a case where “the subject may use yet in order to undermine 
or invalidate a pre-constructed position attributed to another speaker (p.191).” 
(13) In time this led to resentment, especially among the growing educated group who felt 
the arrogance of the British most directly. To make matters worse the British 
government repeatedly announced that it would be pulling out of Egypt once the 
country was on a “sound” footing. Yet in practice the British seemed to dig in ever 
deeper. As a result, by the early 1900s, a nationalist undercurrent was developing led 
by a charismatic young man, Mustafa Kmail, and though there were strikes and 
demonstrations (which were to become a regular feature of Egyptian political life), 
Britain remained as unmoved, aloof and arrogant as ever.   (Ranger, 2007, p.191) 
In this example, we can recognize that the opposition is between leave Egypt and stay in 
Egypt. Ranger elucidates on this example as below: 
 
The text pre-constructs a position on the Exterior with the British government […] 
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would be pulling out of Egypt, but then passes through the offline position IE to 
allow the validation of a position on the Interior, the British seemed to dig in ever 
deeper.                                 (Ranger, 2007, p.191) 
 
Figure 7 is the schema for this example. Ranger adds that the introduction of the 
opposition has the effect of jeopardizing the sincerity of the British government’s 
statements in a disputatious movement of refutation, because the pre-constructed position 
is located relative to the modal endorsement of the British government repeatedly 
announced…(p.191). 
 
stay in Egypt     BOUNDARY     leave Egypt 
Britain dug in deeper                   Britain would be pulling out 
Figure 7  (Ranger, 2007, p.192) 
 
Ranger claims that the use of yet indicates the opening of a discontinuous area. 
Ranger’s hypothesis seems successful, but I think the function of yet cannot be well 
explained without “contrast.” I would like to support Crupi’s tentative theory in that point. 
I would like to postulate that the boundary should be formed by “contrast.”  Another 
problem with Ranger is that there is no recitation that yet is associated with Negative 
Polarity Item (NPI) (2) in temporal use.  
 
4. An Alternative Unified Explanation of Yet 
In section 2 and 3, we examined previous studies and found some problems. In this 
section, I will propose an alternative unified explanation of yet. My hypothesis is that yet 
should have common information whether in temporal use or adversative use. The 
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alternative proposal (3) is that yet contrasts a possible world with a real world.  
 
(I) The meaning of yet is contrast between a possible world and a real world. 
 
Although there are apparently big differences between temporal use and adversative use, 
every meaning of yet must be involved with contrast between a possible world and a real 
world. I agree with Crupi in that contrast is the key. However, I assume that assumptions 
must be taken into account. Assumptions fall under a possible world. How individual 
meanings are defined will be discussed below. We will have a look at temporal use in 4.1, 
and then adversative use in 4.2 respectively. Section 4.3 will be the conclusion of this 
section. 
 
4.1. Temporal Use 
Yet is associated with NPI in everyday expressions while written language is not 
always. For convenience, speech and the written word will be separated.  
   We will see the definition for everyday expressions first. I would like to postulate that 
yet means that a situation S ‘ P is true’ has not changed in this world though it has in a 
possible world, or this actual world is different from a possible world where a situation S 
has changed into ‘P is true.’ 
 
(I.a) [ x, x is a situation, x has changed] in a possible world. 
←contrast→ [ x, x is a situation, x has not changed] in the actual world. 
 
I agree with Crupi’s observation that it is not yet itself but the temporal framework of the 
host verb that must produce any temporal aspect associated with the highlighted contrast 
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signaled by yet (pp.127-128). 
Let us have a look at the example (4), which is shown in (14). P is ‘Jack is here,’ 
and it will be described as (15). 
(14) Jack isn’t here yet.                  (Crupi, 2004, p.126) 
(15) [Situation [Jack is here] has changed] in a possible world 
←contrast→ [Situation [Jack is here] has not changed] in the actual world 
As you know, yet can be used in interrogative sentences as well as negative sentences. 
The following sentence comes from Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English 
(Hereinafter called LDOCE). 
(16) Has Edmund arrived yet?                                   (LDOCE) 
The example (16) could be paraphrased with “Is this actual world different from the 
situation in a possible world, ‘Edmund arrived’?”  
   Now, we will move onto examples of written language. In written language, yet can 
be used in affirmative sentences. However, the basics of the definition are almost the 
same as that for daily expressions.  
 
(I.b) [ x, x is a situation, x has changed] in a possible world 
←contrast→ [ x, x is a situation, x has not changed] in the actual world 
 
Then, we will take a look at an example below. Neither Crupi nor Ranger analyzes this 
kind of example. 
(17) The baby is crying yet.4 
P is ‘the baby is crying.’ So the meaning of yet will be as follows. 
(18) [Situation [the baby is crying] has changed] in a possible world 
←contrast→ [Situation [the baby is crying] has not changed] in this world 
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The difference between everyday expressions and written language is whether negation is 
added into P or not.  
We will move on to the next example. LDOCE says that could/may/might yet do 
something is used to say that something is still possible in the future, in spite of the way 
that things seem now. The following example comes from Guardian, whose article is 
entitled ‘Likeability to electability.’  
(19) he may yet be dismissed as a policy.                      (Taylor 2008) 
In my alternative proposal, yet is used to establish the following contrast. 
(20) [Situation [he may be dismissed as a policy] has changed] in a possible world 
←contrast→ [Situation [he may be dismissed as a policy] has not changed] in this 
world 
   Now, we will see the next example of the expression, somebody/something has yet to 
do something. LDOCE says that it is used to say that someone has not done something, or 
that something has not happened when you think it should already have been done or 
have happened. 
(21) The bank has yet to respond to our letter.                     (LDOCE) 
My hypothesis is that in this case, also, yet is used to contrast between a possible world 
and a real world.  
(22) [Situation [The bank has to respond to our letter] has changed] in a possible/past 
world 
←contrast→ [Situation [The bank has to respond to our letter] has not changed] in 
this world 
In the next example, yet is used to say that something is the biggest, worst and so 
on of its kind that has existed up to now. 
(23) The NYT website has a link (via Canadian TV) to the most extensive interrogation 
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video yet released from inside Guantanamo.             (Tumulty 2008) 
In this use, yet does not contrast between changes of the situations in a possible world and 
in a real world. The definition of yet should be as follows: 
 
(I.c) [ x, x is a situation, x is not true] in a possible/future world 
←contrast→ [ x, x is a situation, x is true] in the actual world 
 
Following the definition above, the meaning of yet in the example should be as follows. 
(24) [Situation [the most extensive interrogation video] is not true] in a possible/future 
world 
←contrast→ [Situation [the most extensive interrogation video] is true] in this world 
   By the way, the scope of the temporal use of yet, which we have seen so far, is a 
whole sentence or a situation. However, yet can make only certain kind of constituent 
within its scope as well. 
(25) a.  Inflation had risen to a yet higher level                     (LDOCE) 
b. This is yet another signal of the Iranian regime going off the rails. 
                  (Klein 2009) 
In those cases, yet contrasts the degree in a possible world with those in the actual world. 
 
(I.d) [x degree] in a possible world←contrast→[more than x degree] in the actual world 
 
I would like to assume that the contrast between the degrees in a possible world and in 
this world brings about an effect of emphasis consequently. 
 
4.2. Adversative Use 
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Given that temporal use of yet means the situations in a possible world and in a real 
world conflict with each other and they are contrasted, it can be said that the adversative 
yet means the contrast between discrepant truth values of a proposition in a possible 
world and in a real world. In other words, the truth value of the proposition P in a possible 
world is inconsistent with that in this world or this actual world is different from a 
possible world in the truth value of P. Here is my definition for the adversative use of yet. 
 
(I.e) [ x, x is a proposition, x is not true] in a possible world 
←contrast→ [ x, x is a proposition, x is true] in the actual world 
 
The scope of the adversative yet is either a proposition or a word. First, we will consider 
some examples where the scope of yet is a proposition. 
   Let me reanalyze the examples (1), which are quoted as (26) below. 
(26) a. Jack isn’t here, yet he will be [sometime in the future] 
 b. Jack isn’t here, yet he is here [in the sense he’s here in body not in mind]. 
c. Jack isn’t here, yet he must have been here earlier [sometime in the past] since 
the coffee is still warm. 
d. Jack isn’t here, yet he should be! [Hypothetical] 
Each of the examples will be paraphrased with the following (27a) to (27d) respectively. 
(27) a’ [Jack will be here] is not true in a possible/future world 
←contrast→ [Jack will be here] is true in the actual world 
 b’[Jack is here] is not true in a possible/deontic world 
←contrast→ [Jack is here] is true in the actual world 
 c’ [he must have been here earlier] is not true in a possible/past world 
←contrast→ [he must have been here earlier] is true in the actual world 
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 d’ [he should be] is not true in a possible/future world 
←contrast→ [he should be] is true in the actual world 
Here is another case where yet is used to introduce a fact, situation, or quality that is 
surprising after what you have just said. The scope in this example is also a proposition. It 
is a passage from The Guardian. The article is entitled Paul Hart looks on bright side 
after Pompey's seventh successive defeat.  
(28) The hosts were committed, played inventive football at times and created three 
excellent chances from close range. Yet they lost, a lapse from the otherwise 
excellent Younes Kaboul allowing Louis Saha a free strike at goal. (Nakrani 2009) 
There is clearly a contradiction between the message before yet and the message after yet. 
The message before yet conveys the truth that Portsmouth did their best, and the message 
after yet tells us that they were defeated. The information preceding yet brings about an 
assumption, which is about a possible world. 
(29) [they lost is not true] in a possible world 
←contrast→ [they lost is true] in the actual world 
We will go on to the next example, where there is contrast between incompatible 
things. The scope of yet is a word, not a proposition. 
(30) The orchid first came to Europe in the 1500s and is now a cherished yet scarce sight 
in our countryside....                       (BBC NEWS, 2008, July 15) 
You are supposed to find the contradiction between ‘cherished’ and ‘scarce.’ You will 
have to have an assumption that assures the relevance. The assumption would be as 
below. 
(31) if something is cherished, it is scarce is not true. 
Assumptions are about a possible world. Then contrast comes into existence.  
(32) [it is scarce is not true] in a possible world 
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←contrast→ [it is scarce is true] in the actual world 
In that way, yet contrasts the difference between a possible world and a real world. 
 
4.3. Conclusion of Section 4 
In this section, I demonstrated that all the meanings of yet we checked are linked to 
the contrast between a possible world and a real world. Therefore, a unified definition 
should be the one shown in (I). I suggested that discrete meanings of yet could be defined 
one-by-one like (I.a) to (Ie). (I) and (I.a) to (I.e) are presented again below. 
 
(I) The meaning of yet is contrast between a possible world and a real world. 
a) [ x, x is a situation, x has changed] in a possible world. 
←contrast→ [ x, x is a situation, x has not changed] in the actual world. 
b) [ x, x is a situation, x has changed] in a possible world 
←contrast→ [ x, x is a situation, x has not changed] in the actual world 
c) [ x, x is a situation, x is not true] in a possible/future world 
←contrast→ [ x, x is a situation, x is true] in the actual world 
d) [x degree] in a possible world←contrast→[more than x degree] in the actual world 
e) [ x, x is a proposition, x is not true] in a possible world 
←contrast→ [ x, x is a proposition, x is true] in the actual world 
      
I will sum up this discussion in the following section. 
 
5. Concluding Remarks 
Crupi (2004) suggests that the adverbial yet can have the same meaning as 
conjunctive yet, SIGNIFICANT CONTRAST. The main problem with Crupi is that there 
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is no method to exclude inappropriate counterparts, since yet is defined just as 
SIGNIFICANT CONTRAST. On the other hand, Ranger’s hypothesis is that the central 
concept of yet is the notion of discontinuity. It looks persuasive, but the problem is that 
Ranger (2007) does not mention that yet is associated with NPI in temporal use. In this 
paper, I suggested an alternative proposal. My alternative proposal is that the basic 
concept of yet is contrast between a possible world and a real world. Of course, there is a 
slight difference in the definition of each meaning, although every meaning of yet has to 
be connected to contrast between a possible world and a real world. I demonstrated how 




(1) 1) it creates new assumption; 2) it strengthens existing assumptions; or 3) it denies or abandons existing 
assumptions (Blakemore, 1987, p.53). 
(2) A polarity item is a ward which is sensitive to the entity of certain other expressions. Negative polarity items 
(NPI) must co-occur with a negative expression. It is well-known that, in English, any and ever are also 
associated with NPI. They are similar in that they all can be used in interrogative sentences as well as negative 
sentences and co-occur with superlatives. 
(i) a. Have you got any money? 
b. Have you ever been to Paris? 
c. Has Edmund arrived yet?                                                 (LDOCE) 
(ii) a. the most beautifully written books of travel of any period                  (Dalrymple 2009) 
b. it would have been one of the funniest things I'd ever seen.                    (Carter 2009) 
c. This was the warmest formulation I have yet seen.                            (Gow 2001) 
(3) I am grateful to Mr. Takeshi Nakamoto for his great assistance. I owe this alternative proposal to his intriguing 
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comments on my research into the conceptual meaning of yet.  
(4) This sentence comes from Genius English Japanese Dictionary. It is checked by a native speaker of English. 
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